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DETAILED ACTION 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

1 . The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

Claims 5 and 11-13 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as 
being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter 
which applicant regards as the invention. 

Claim 5 recites the limitation "the same grip" in line 4. There is insufficient 
antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. 

The claim limitation "means are provided for locking the laces" uses the phrase 
"means for" or "step for", but it is modified by some structure, material, or acts recited in 
the claim. It is unclear whether the recited structure, material, or acts are sufficient for 
performing the claimed function which would preclude application of 35 U.S.C. 112, 
sixth paragraph, because it is not clear whether the added limitation that the means for 
locking the laces are active independently on each pair of the ends of the laces is 
sufficient for performing the claimed function. 

If applicant wishes to have the claim limitation treated under 35 U.S.C. 1 1 2, sixth 
paragraph, applicant is required to amend the claim so that the phrase "means for" or 
"step for" is clearly not modified by sufficient structure, material, or acts for performing 
the claimed function. 

If applicant does not wish to have the claim limitation treated under 35 U.S.C. 
112, sixth paragraph, applicant is required to amend the claim so that it will clearly not 
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be a means (or step) plus function limitation (e.g., deleting the phrase "means for" or 
"step for"). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

2. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 1 02 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

Claims 1-4 and 8-10 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by 
Veylupek (US Patent No. 5,755,044). 

Regarding claim 1 , Veylupek discloses footwear with an opening having a first 
and second edge, and a plurality of lacing eyes (anchor elements 12, passages 33). 
Two laces (double strand lace 14) extend through the lacing eyes and converge at the 
edges of the opening. The ends of each of the laces extends through an end lacing eye 
(passage 33) on the edges of the opening (column 4, lines 25-33; Fig. 1). 

Regarding claim 2, Veylupek discloses that the ends of each lace converge in 
grips (tabs 52 a, b) (column 6, lines 1-6; Fig. 11a). 

Regarding claims 3 and 8, Veylupek discloses that the laces are led through 
alternating lacing eyes such that between two lacing eyes of the same edge through 
which a first lace extends, there is a lacing eye through which the second lace extends 
(Fig. 1). 
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Regarding claims 4, 9, and 10, Veylupek discloses that the lacing eyes are 
closed (Fig. 5, 6, 9). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1 , 148 
USPQ 459 (1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining 
obviousness under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating 
obviousness or nonobviousness. 

Claims 5-7 and 11-14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 

over Veylupek, as applied to claims 1-4 and 8-10 above, in view of Silagy (US Patent 

No. 6,502,329). 

Veylupek discloses all elements of the claimed invention except for a means for 
locking the laces on the ends of each pair of laces. 

Silagy teaches providing a constricting type means for locking the ends of laces 
together (slide 42) near the end lacing eyes (column 3, lines 14-21 ; Fig. 1 , 2). 
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It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to have provided a lace locking means or slide, as taught by Silagy, to the 
ends of the laces of Veylupek near the end lacing eye in order to help maintain the 
tension in the laces after they have been pulled tight. 

Claims 1, 3, and 4 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Freed (US Patent Application No. 2003/0051374). 

Freed discloses several embodiments for lacing footwear. Fig. 6A shows 
footwear having an opening with a first and second edge as well as a plurality of closed- 
eye type lacing eyes through which a lace extends. Figs. 6C-6J shows that two laces 
may be used to fasten the footwear instead of one. Fig. 6L shows lace ends converging 
and extending through a single end lacing eye in order to provide extra ankle support 
(paragraph 0080). Finally, Fig. 1 A shows that it is conventional to have the ends of 
laces extend through opposite edges of the opening in footwear. 

Using two laces in the embodiment of Fig. 6A instead of one would result in a 
lacing in which the laces would be led through alternating eyes such that between two 
lacing eyes of the same edge through which a first lace extends, there would be a lacing 
eye through which a second lace extends. It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention in view of the teachings of Figs 6C-6J 
of Freed to have used two laces in the embodiment of Fig. 6A instead of one in order to 
allow for greater flexibility in tightening the laces. Further, it would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to have had the laces extend 
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through opposite edges of the opening and converge through a single end lacing eye in 
order to increase the ankle support provided by the lacing arrangement. 

Claims 2 and 5-14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Freed, as applied to claims 1 , 3, and 4 above, in view of Silagy (US Patent No. 
6,502,329). 

Freed discloses a grip where the laces converge, but does not disclose two 
separate grips or a means to lock the laces. 

Silagy teaches providing a grip (clamp 74) and a means for locking the laces 
(slide 72) on the converging ends of a lace (column 3, lines 14-21; Fig. 1, 2). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to have provided a lace locking means or slide, as taught by Silagy, to the 
ends of the laces of Freed near the end lacing eye in order to help maintain the tension 
in the laces after they have been pulled tight. Further, it would have been obvious to 
have provided grips on the ends of the laces on both edges, in order to facilitate 
gripping of the ends of the laces. 

Conclusion 

4. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. 
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Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to SHARON M. PRANGE whose telephone number is 
(571)270-5280. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 7:30-5. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Mickey Yu can be reached on (571 ) 272-4562. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

IS. M. P.I 3/13/09 /J I LA M MOHANDESI/ 

Examiner, Art Unit 3728 Primary Examiner, Art Unit 3728 



